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How do Non-State Threats Change Patterns of Cooperation 
and Conflict Between States?  
 
Modern non-state actors can in many respects be seen as global, and can only be 
fully tamed by the cooperation of the many states that they threaten. The trouble here is 
that these states are divided amongst themselves, it is unclear as to how they agree or 
disagree on countering this modern threat. In a sense, the question is exploring how the 
old-world of interstate diplomacy interacts with the modern globalised non-state threat. 
The purpose of the study is to examine patterns of cooperation and conflict in relation to 
these threats. It hopes to add clarity to the much maligned questions of vital importance: 
do state rivals cooperate to deal with these threats, and if so, how? Do alliances change? Do 
the new threats induce peace? Will a state concede to its state rivals to cooperate over a 
threat? Indeed, the questions of whether states ought to cooperate with rivals have cropped 
up in political debates in the United States in regards to whether cooperation with Russia 
or Iran is desirable or even possible.1  
To this end this study has three main findings. (1) Cooperation does occur, even 
when cooperation involves one state conceding territory or influence to another, when the 
non-state threat is high. Whereas cooperation is not forthcoming when cooperation 
involves a concession to another, but the non-state threat is less pronounced. (2) States try 
to reduce the fear of their cooperation being exploited by two methods. First, they enter 
into alliances with those who share their threat, and thus reduce the other's geopolitical 
fears and consequently induce cooperation. Second, they restrain themselves as far as 
possible in their acts, through commitments and self-limitations, to demonstrate goodwill. 
When states perceive the other state as using non-state threats as a legitimating tool for 
geopolitical expansion, they are less likely to agree to it. (3) However, non-state threats 
sometimes enable states to pursue geopolitical goals of expansion legitimately, without a 
countervailing coalition.  
It would be a mistake to think that today's events go completely unparalleled. Back 
in the early 19th century, states too faced a threat from, at that point, revolutionary groups 
like the Carbonari, that were interconnected by a shared ideology, a shared will to use 
                                                 
1 For instance: Senator Rubio and Secretary Kerry disputed whether Iran is supportive of the US mission against 
ISIS. Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearing on AUMF against ISIS, March 11 (2015).  
violence, and fed off the inspiration of one another's deeds. While of course not exactly 
equatable to the modern-day threats, it is in many ways a non-state threat that required 
cooperation and conflict. The statesmen of the day had to learn how to cooperate over 
issues of intervention, sponsorship, and inter-police cooperation, much like today.  
This paper is structured as follows. First, there is a critical review of the literature on 
cooperation and conflict, with the goal of situating the argument in the broader debate, 
and building upon existing work to formulate hypotheses. Second, the method of the study 
is discussed in detail. Third, the empirical case is examined in light of the hypotheses, 
which spans the period 1818-1823. This section focuses on anti-revolutionary cooperation 
in (a) Germany, (b) Spain, and (c) Italy. Finally the paper closes with a reflection on how 
the evidence supports and counters the hypothesises, which forms the conclusion. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES. 
 The Absence of Non-State Threats. The dominant theories of International Politics 
share an excessive and unwarranted emphasis on the state as a unit of analysis. Such focus 
on the state betrays an antiquated view of world politics. For instance, the early pioneer of 
neorealist ideas, Waltz, has argued that only a selection of states are structurally 
significant, because they overwhelmingly control the rules of the system. Meanwhile,  non-
state actors and weak states, he contends, do not hold such influence, and are thus not 
significant on the structural level. It is important to recognise the Interwar and Cold War 
context in which these IR  theories were written. Waltz himself acknowledged that his 
argument is context based, and that the focus on the state only stands provided that the 
“major states are the major actors.”2 Provided non-state actors have an effect parallel to 
great powers on the system, they can be considered worthy units of analysis. To an extent, 
the swaying of defence policy, normally the preserve of a geopolitically minded military, 
towards countering non-state threats, provides ample evidence that non-state actors can 
be considered fundamental actors of importance.3 It would be naïve to use traditional 
metrics of power, such as size, wealth, and military resources to quantify their impact, as it 
is often through asymmetric means and psychological shock that they have prompted 
governments into action.   
 Shared Non-State Threats. Terrorist action cannot be seen as isolated instances 
divorced from the wider world, but intimately connected as a wider global phenomenon. 
                                                 
2 Waltz K. Theory of International Politics, (IL: Waveland Press, 1979), 93-95.  
3 For instance, UK National Security Strategy and Strategic Defence and Security Review (November, 2015), 15, 38-
39. 
Indeed, global terrorism hangs together as part of an intricate tapestry, drawn together 
sometimes by shared ideology and leadership, and other times by inspiration and 
demonstration.4 The global dimensions of terrorism renders a domestic political approach 
to terrorism secondary – only a few states have dealt with their problems alone.5 Indeed, 
American defence reviews have pointed out that the counter-terror efforts hinge entirely 
upon international cooperation.6 As follows, non-state threats are bound-up in the 
complex domain of international politics. More to the point, there is sometimes the 
imperative to cooperate with geopolitical rivals to face down such non-state threats. It 
remains, however, how these threats affect world politics, whether they induce global 
peace, or reshape alliance blocs. Such questions remain absent from the literature, which 
has either ignored non-state threats, or treated them as the side dish to the main course of 
interstate politics.  
Cooperation and Conflict. Having laid out the importance, and indeed absence, of 
approaches to international politics that recognise the new, and emerging, global context, 
it is important to assess the field of cooperation and cooperation. Such field has been 
developed by Neoliberals and Neorealists, employing a rationalist game theory framework. 
The strength of this approach is that it seeks to find “parallels” across cases where the same 
forces are influencing outcomes.7  
     In such models, two states either cooperate or compete with one another, with 
four possible outcomes: Mutual Cooperation (CC), Mutual Defection (DD), and two where 
one cooperates and the other defects (CD) and (DC). States rank these four outcomes in 
terms of which they prefer (preferences), and play strategically with their opponent with 
the objective of gaining the best outcome possible. This produces a Nash equilibrium, a 
result in which neither side has the incentive to unilaterally deviate from.8 For instance, 
the oft-stated Prisoner's Dilemma, typically leads to competitive rather than a cooperative 
equilibrium, as both sides are fearful that if they cooperate the other side will exploit this 
for their own gain. Behind such outcome is a preference ranking over the outcomes 
DC>CC>DD>CD – as both sides gain most from cheating on the other (and fear being 
cheated on while cooperating), they both decide to defect (DD).9 This outcome is one of 
several games, see appendix, which can be produced using the 2x2 game. 
                                                 
4 Sadler T. The Political Economy of Terrorism, 141-2.  
5 French against the AD, Italy against Red Brigades. Enders W.  Sadler T. The Political Economy of Terrorism, (NY: 
Cambridge University Press, 2006), 84.  
6 Byman D. Remaking Alliances For the War on Terrorism, Journal of Strategic Studies 29:5, (2006), 768, 776.  
7 Oye K. Cooperation Under Anarchy (NJ: Princeton University Press, 1985), 2.  
8 Gibbins R. An Introduction to Applicable Game Theory, Economic Perspective 11:1 (1997), 130-1.  
9 Oye K. Cooperation Under Anarchy (NJ: Princeton University Press, 1985), 7. 
The relevance of this analysis is that the way in which states value mutual 
cooperation (CC) over other outcomes (competition), affects the degree of cooperation 
observed. If states preferred cooperation (CC) over all forms of non-cooperation (DC,DD, 
and CD), then the Prisoner's Dilemma fades away, and games more amenable to mutual 
cooperation occur (see appendix), such as harmony, where both states both benefit 
unreservedly from cooperation.10 As non-state actors raise the costs of non-cooperation 
(conflict), and increase the benefits of international cooperation, the utility of cooperative 
strategies increases for both sides. The question, then, is whether the change in the utility 
of cooperative outcomes is sufficient to change the preference-ranking, and thus change 
the game being played to something more amenable to cooperation. 
While it is easy to conceive of such logic working for trade deals and environmental 
regulation, it falls short for non-state actors because strategies to deal with such threats are 
often bound-up in the security apparatus. As is noted above, counter-terror strategies often 
have repercussions on geopolitical issues. For instance, questions over how the power 
vacuum in Syria should be closed lead to contradictory conclusions (Assad or rebels) 
depending on which side of the geopolitical fault line a state is on (US, Saudi Arabia (etc.) 
– Russia, Iran). Realists, who have long emphasised balance of power thinking, emphasise 
that states are not interested in just the absolute gains of cooperation, but also relative 
gains - how the gains from cooperation are distributed between the states, and thus how 
cooperation affects the balance of power.11 This argument contends that no matter how 
attractive cooperation may be, the fear of their neighbours gaining the upper-hand makes 
it prohibitively difficult. Relative gains radically narrow the bargaining range, they say, 
because only cooperation that does not disrupt the balance of power by favouring one state 
over another is agreed upon.12 
First, the above argument is implicitly based on the flawed balance of power logic of 
realism. These arguments follow a familiar pattern: states interacting in an anarchic world 
fear the power and intentions of their neighbours, and thus constantly engage in balancing 
manoeuvres and/or build up their militaries. Some realists go beyond this and argue that 
states are constantly trying to expand in order to resolve this insecurity. However for the 
latter argument, expansion begets expansion leading to a spiral process, and thus 
expansionary security strategies just lead to the security dilemma.13 Defensive realists go 
                                                 
10 Snidel, D. Relative Gains and the Pattern of International Cooperation, American Political Science Review 85:3 
(1992) 702. 
11 Grieco J. Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest Neoliberal Institutionalism, 
International Organization 42:03 (1988), 488. 
12 Ibid. 501.  
13 Glaser C. The Necessary and Natural Evolution of Structural Realism, in Vasequez A. Elman C. (eds.) Realism and 
further and point out that security is not necessarily a zero-sum balancing game, but in 
many regards a public good benefited by all. Indeed, less conflictual equilibriums are 
possible as a by-product of defensive technologies that reduce insecurity dynamics.14 
Furthermore, others have shown that when the Prisoner's Dilemma is repeated, for 
instance, states realise that the risk of being cheated on (CD) is acceptable given that the 
long-term benefits of cooperation outweigh the short-term risks, and thus cooperation is 
more forthcoming.15  
 Still, it would be fair to argue that states do fear other states, based on uncertainty 
over their intentions, their future intentions, and the acts of those set on expanding.16 It 
would be unfair, however, to say that such fears eliminate all cooperation with unequal 
gains.  
Second, and following on from the first point, the relative-gains argument goes too 
far. Duncan Snidel has shown that relative gains concerns can be fitted into the neoliberal 
analysis; the greater the relative gains concern, the more a game moves in the direction of 
the conflictual games of Prisoner's Dilemma and/or Chicken (see appendix).17 What 
remains, however, is an estimate of how much relative gains concerns influence 
cooperation levels – whether they immobilise cooperation completely, or if they play little 
role at all. It is this puzzle that this study attempts to answer. 
Following from this review, it is proposed that a second type of relativity can be 
considered, the relative threat of non-state actors and state actors. Relativity does not 
necessarily mean that pursuing one is antithetical to dealing with another, but can instead 
be seen almost as two layered issue. First, the question is; how much overlap is there 
between strategies that deal with non-state and state threats? In some senses there could 
be complete overlap (complimentary), in other cases they could be tension between the 
two. For instance, in the case study, Austria’s interests to quell revolutionary activity in 
Italy and Germany saw it take on an expansionary role in both regions (complimentary to 
its geopolitical goals), to the cost of its cooperating neighbours (who now experienced 
tension between their two imperatives).  
In the case where there is some tension between the two strategies, the second 
question is how states weigh up the relative threat of both threats. Given a greater intensity 
                                                                                                                                                                  
the Balance of Power, a New Debate, (NJ: Prentice Hall, 2003). 270 
14  Jervis R. Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma, World Politics 30:2 (1978), 187-188. 
15 Oye K. Cooperation, 15.  
16 Grieco J. Powell R. Snidel D. Relative Gains Problem for International Cooperation, American Political Science 
Review 83:3, (1993), 733-4.  
17 Snidel D. Relative Gains and the Pattern of International Cooperation, American Political Science Review 85:3 
(1991), 706-9. 
of non-state threats, it would seem that the old logic of balance of power would fade 
considerably. This approach is more flexible than the current one, and gives the possibility 
of parity of the two threats, or even the subversion of geopolitical concerns to non-state 
threat concerns. In addition, where there is compatibility between the two strategies, it is 
expected that states will benefit from the shared non-state threat in the sense that other 
states will allow them to expand their power to counter the shared threat. The expectations 
of this analysis are contained in the main three hypothesis of this study: 
 
H1. High shared non-state threat and tension between counter-non-state and 
geopolitical strategies leads to the acceptance of geopolitical losses. 
H2. Low shared  non-state threat and tension between counter-non-state and 
geopolitical strategies leads to resistance of cooperation against non-state threats. 
H3. Shared non-state-threats are used strategically for geopolitical purposes 
where there is little tension between the two strategies.  
 
Is Game Theory Helpful? On a method note, the issue with this literature is its 
abstract nature and reliance on deductive arguments that are stylised simplifications and 
representations of reality. After all, states do not have the singular choice of cooperation or 
conflict, in reality the decision is often much more complex involving a range of 
alternatives that range in their level of cooperation. This comes out in the study, as often 
the dichotomous proposals put forward by diplomats were rejected with third-way 
proposals.  
Additionally, it makes little sense to treat states as rational actors with an accurate 
level-headed view of their neighbours, or with their own consistent preferences.18 Lake and 
Powell argue that strategic analysis is akin to a Russian Doll; at every level of governance 
(e.g. state or local), there are actors strategically interacting to decide that level's set of 
preferences. For instance, political parties compete to form a government, which then 
forms the state's preferences.19 This approach, however, is unsatisfactory, as strategic 
interaction is a constant process, and the preferences of the state can move back and forth 
rapidly over time as a result. This acts to produce an inconsistency in preferences that 
                                                 
18 Misunderstandings, the difficulty of prediction and complexity frustrate logic of the models. Axelrod R. The 
Complexity of Cooperation, (NJ: Princeton University Press, 1997), 4, 6. Rational Choice depends not on predictive 
capacity, but the ability to rank preferences (e.g. CC>DD). Lake D. Powell R. (eds.) Strategic Choice and 
International Relations (NJ: Princeton University Press, 1999), 7.  
19 Lake D. Powell R. (eds.) Strategic Choice. 15. 
frustrates the assumption of a state with stable preferences.20 Such issue is illustrated by 
the French inconsistency, as the conservative diplomats at Troppau approved the 
intervention in Italy much to the ire of others in the French cabinet.  
 Grounding the abstract arguments onto a concrete case study helps lift-the-lid on 
such abstractions. It offers a chance to rebuke the potentially flawed logic of game theory, 
or to support its underlying arguments. Essentially it complements the deductive logic 
with empirical evidence.  
 
Impact of Alliances? A general caveat underlines the entire discussion; the influence 
of alliance politics. While states may be suspicious of their rivals' gains and losses through 
cooperation, they may shift their alliances to reflect partners who share their non-state 
threats. Given that a rough balance would remain, such move would ease cooperation 
between two states facing the same threat.  
The argument developed here is an extension of the work on “Omnibalancing” by 
Steven David. David argues that Third World leaders, threatened more by various 
domestic power holders than neighbouring states, form agreements with neighbouring 
states to not compete.21 This agreement not to compete can be considered a form of 
cooperation, but is limited in scope; it does not cover a cross-border threat where 
cooperation in terms of military action is essential.  
Still, it is assumed that alliances do not pacify relations entirely, as alliances do not 
exist as permanent entities but are subject to change. Allies today may be enemies 
tomorrow, and thus even a common alliance is insufficient to quash a state’s fear of allies' 
motives. It would be true to say that NATO allies were suspicious of the US invasion of 
Iraq. Thus the effect of alliances may be less considerable than expected. States are still 
expected to be concerned about their allies relative power gains, especially if that places 
them in a quasi-hegemonic position. 
 
H4. Cooperation is facilitated by pursuing alliances that minimise geopolitical 
concerns over cooperation.  
 
This hypotheses is surprising in that it works against the dominant work on 
alliances which empirically shows alliances not to be influenced by non-state threats. In his 
authoritative and extensive survey of the reasons for alliances in the Middle East, Stephan 
                                                 
20 Snidel D. The Game Theory of International Politics, in Ibid. 42. 
21 David S. Explaining Third-World Alignment, World Politics 43:2, (1991), 235-237. 
Walt found that alliances were driven primarily by threatening states, defined by their 
distance from a state, intention, and offensive capabilities.22 He does, however, 
acknowledge that there was some preference for similar regime types to band together, for 
instance Royalist or Progressive states, in order to balance against the threatening ideology 
of the other group.23 Yet this did not stop repeated cross-regime type alliances, such as 
progressive Iraq allying with monarchical Saudi Arabia.24 
However, the results of Walt's study are over-generalised. For one, Schweller has 
noted that the Middle East has been defined by persistent and factitious competition, in 
such context it would make sense that state-threats are the dominant influence in the 
selection of alliances.25 Yet outside such context, the results are questionable – when a 
state does not feel totally threatened by other states, does it still select its alliances in the 
same way? Additionally, the period of his study notably lacks the shared non-state threats 
of the contemporary era. Perhaps the results would be different in the modern world 
defined by ISIS, al-Qaeda, and the fear of revolutionary conflagration. Indeed, Byman has 
noted back in 2006 that the war on terror has prompted the US to outstretch a hand to 
“former rivals,” Russia and Syria.26 
 
METHOD 
This study deploys multiple tests of the hypotheses, spanning Congruence Testing I 
and II, and a form of Process Tracing.  
Congruence Testing. Congruence Testing II is where the possible effect of the 
Independent Variable (IV) on the Dependent Variable (DV) is examined by seeing whether 
significant changes (over time) in the IV (e.g. revolutionary threat) are mirrored by 
changes in the DV (degree of cooperation and conflict). Congruence Testing I tests whether 
a high value on the IV corresponds to a high value on the DV.27 The strength of this method 
is that it minimises alternative causes that could impact the DV, as the quick change in the 
IV (threat levels), means that any recorded change in the DV is likely to be caused by this. 
Thus it finds the explicit relationship between the IV and DV.  
In regards to measurement, the degree of cooperation and conflict is not something 
easily measured precisely. However, it is possible to compare the degree of cooperation 
before and after the increase in the IV, to gain a rough measure of change.  
                                                 
22 Walt S. The Origins of Alliances, (Ithica, Cornell University Press, 1987), 22-25, 263. 
23 Ibid. 267.  
24 Ibid. 183. 
25 Schweller R, Bandwagoning for Profit, International Security 19:01, (1994), 83-85. 
26 Byman D. Remaking Alliances, 768. 
27 Van Evera S., Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press 1997), 63. 
Process Tracing. To strengthen any observed relation between the IV and DV 
recorded through this method, process tracing is used to sketch out direct causal links 
between the IV and the DV. This method reduces the risk of reverse causality, a third cause 
causing both the IV and the DV separately, and also reveals intervening causes between the 
IV and DV. In this study causes are recorded historically, by tracing historical sources and 
events to reveal causal pathways, often revealed by the reasoning of diplomats, and the 
interpretations of historians.28 Such method follows Tachtenberg's method of starting with 
the top decision makers, whose reasoning condenses the wide-range of motivating factors 
into decisions.29  
Antecedent Variables. The risk is that the background (antecedent) variables 
confound any result derived from the study. Such background variables are permissive 
causes for the observation – much like a plant will not grow without oxygen, the causal 
relationship between IV and DV will only be observed with certain antecedent variables. 
For the revolutionary period the question becomes: is the context of post-Napoleonic 
Europe and the concert system so unique that it is impossible to draw generalisations from 
the period? To this question, it is later argued that the period is much alike others, in that 
states were preoccupied with balance of power. Still, it is important to recognise the 
importance of this challenge. 
As argued assiduously by Pierson, historic observations are shaped by the historical 
forces of contingency, path-dependency and sequencing. Outcomes are contingent in that 
decisions are subject to chance, e.g. based on the whims of leaders.30 Indeed the chance 
assassination of a Royalist in Germany prompted such alarm in Germany that the princes 
reversed their liberal plans and eagerly submitted themselves to the counter-revolutionary 
designs of Prussia and Austria. Path dependency occurs when such chance leads to a 
certain path of history, upon which a self-reinforcing processes make it harder to veer to 
another path of history.31 For instance, Prussia's 1818 decision to quash nationalist 
sentiment in Germany alienated it from the nationalist movement until its fateful embrace 
of German nationalism later in the century. Finally, in what order something happens is of 
vital significance – had the revolution in Naples (July) predated the Spanish revolution 
(January), Metternich might not have been so complacent in dealing with it.32  
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Guide, (New York, Palgrave Macmillan 2008), 49. 
29 Tachtenberg M. The Craft of International History: A Guide to Method, (New Jersey: Princeton University Press 
2006), 142. 
30 Pierson P. Politics in Time: History, Institutions and Social Analysis, (NJ: Princeton University Press, 2004), 17-18. 
31 Ibid. 10-12, 19.  
32 Ibid. 11, 55-9. 
The aforementioned historical forces, while troubling for the task of creating 
generalisable causal relationships, do not entirely frustrate generalisations. For one, the 
period is subject to the reoccurring patterns of history. Despite the Congress System, as 
outlined later, statesmen were wary of other state's motives and the game of diplomacy 
followed its familiar pattern.   
Secondly, it is important to characterise the period as having a relatively pacified 
international system (compared to the centuries that came before it). As such, the 
influence of antecedent variables can be minimised by applying the generalisations only to 
periods defined by a relatively calm interstate environment. While that is potentially 
arbitrary in that there is no clean and specific metric of a calm environment, it can, in 
general, be distinguished from an environment where war and threats of war are regular.  
 
THE REVOLUTIONARY THREAT 1815-1823 
CONCERT OR BALANCE? 
It may be suggested that the context of the Congress period explains the relative 
cooperative postures of states towards each other, and the relative stability of the early 19th 
century. However, this would be to ignore both the real risk of war, after the defeat of 
France, and both the suspicions and ambitions that states held.  
War? At the Vienna Congress, war almost broke out over how to divvy up the 
territories taken from Napoleon. Two sticking-points emerged: Poland and Saxony. 
Russian ambitions to permanently annex Poland troubled the continent's powers. The 
move would have kept Russia deep in Europe, and placed the Tsar's army in striking 
distance of Vienna.33 In response Britain, Austria, and Prussia presented their threat not to 
recognise Polish Russia.34 Only after Tsar Alexander swayed the Prussians back onto his 
side did this challenge collapse. At the same time, there was a similar crisis surrounding 
Saxony, which Prussia desired.  In a discussion with Prime Minister Liverpool in late 1814, 
the British foreign minister Castlereagh told of an “extravagant tone of war.” The French 
Chief Minister in November told Wellington that “Europe would remain in a feverish state, 
which sooner or later must end in war.” By December 5, Wellington advised Britain to 
prepare for war. In the first weeks of January 1815, France, Britain, and Austria signed a 
secret defensive treaty.35 This litany of moves suggests that Europe was not tired of war to 
                                                 
33 Gulick E. Europe's Classical Balance of Power (NY: Cornell University Press, 1967), 201.  
34 Ibid. 216. 
35 All quoted in Ibid. 223-225. Bridge F. Bullen R. The Great Powers and the European State System 1815-1914, (NY: 
Longman, 1980), 26. 
the point of tranquil relations, and that the concerns for the distribution of power 
continued into the period. 
Peace? Cronin argues that these months are testament to a pacified set of powers 
willing to resolve their problems, as war did not actually occur. Although it annexed 
Poland, Russia conceded Polish territories numbering one million inhabitants, while 
Prussia gained territories in the Rhine rather than in Saxony.36 Yet this interpretation lacks 
awareness of the strength of the Russian negotiating hand in the 1815 negotiations – after 
all it still occupied Poland with the momentous army that had turned back Napoleon.37 
More to the point, the agreements formulated reflected some “equilibrist” thinking; 
Austria gained territory and influence in Northern Italy.38 While equilibrium was seen as 
much broader than balance of power - representing rights, duties, and mutual respect - it 
still contained a balance of power component.39 This is not to deny the congress system's 
pacifying effects. Indeed it is acknowledged that the inter-state threat was less considerable 
than previous periods, as states were less willing to challenge the status quo.40 
War and Peace. The underlying point remains, however, that states were concerned 
over other states' power and that were more than willing to use war to resist or resolve 
these issues. Against Napoleon the allies could present a unified front, but once defeated, 
the bread-and-butter issues of the ambition and suspicion of great powers returned to the 
fore.41 Metternich described the post-Vienna system, in 1819, as a return to “the course of 
ordinary history” where “the sea is tumultuous at times.”42 congress diplomacy did not 
eliminate the underlying issues of the system, and some have even argued that peace 
enabled congress diplomacy rather than the reverse.43 As recorded in the next section, 
proposals to deal with revolutions consistently garnered great suspicions. Austria and 
Prussia were afraid of both a resurgent and aggressive France, and an expansionary or 
influential Russia. Taking this together, the advent of the revolutionary threat comes at a 
time when cooperation and lack of conflict could not be taken for granted.  
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CARLSBAD DECREES 
Austro-German Cooperation. An extreme shift in the perceived revolutionary threat 
in Germany led to German principalities accepting drastic changes in their external 
security. In 1818 the assassination of a Royalist, Kotzebue, fermented a wave of panic 
amongst German principalities, and a subsequent reactionary impulse to rid Germany of 
liberalism. According to Schroeder, the assassination prompted “terror of immanent 
revolution.”44 Furthermore, the small German states lacked the capacity to effectively deal 
with the revolutionary threat.45 Surprisingly, the German principalities who had earlier 
fretted over Austrian and Prussian hegemony, while granting their own populations liberal 
constitutions, reversed track – actively asking for Austro-Prussia hegemonic-like 
leadership to stem the revolutionary current.46 This supports the hypothesis H1 that states 
accept inter-state insecurity, and even subordination, to stabilise themselves against 
extreme non-state threats. It also suggests that the smaller states are very much reliant on 
the larger more capable powers to formulate effective strategies to deal with such non-state 
threats.   
This episode is also notable because the Austrian chancellor, Metternich, who saw 
the threat of revolution in Germany as negligible, exploited the crisis, under the cloak of 
anti-revolutionary design, for geopolitical gain. Aware that German states were keen for 
Austrian leadership in the reactionary response, due to Austrian stability in contrast to the 
“radicalism” permeating German universities, Metternich saw this crisis as an opportunity 
to extend Austrian dominance into the German confederation.47 Such move would prevent 
Russia from making overtures to the smaller German powers, as it had in the years 
preceding. As reflected in H3, the expectation that states exploit each other's will to 
cooperate over non-state threats for their own political projects, is supported. 
Moreover, the matter also suggests an intervening variable absent from the 
hypotheses; that of perception. Threat is based on perception; an individual interpretation 
of material reality.48 Two people or two states may perceive exactly the same situation as 
more or less threatening than the other, depending on their risk tolerance, their own 
calculation of probabilities, and their utility over certain outcomes.49 Additionally, 
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perception also effects the strategies taken to counter state and non-state threats, these 
strategies are subject to the same three factors above. This psychological dimension 
becomes important for interstate diplomacy; Metternich welcomed and even encouraged 
the secondary power's perception of a high threat, and pretended to share it to shake off 
their suspicions of Austrian motives. Further examples of diplomats attempting to 
influence (through manipulation or persuasion) perception can be seen below, with 
Metternich's attempt to scare both France of the danger of Russian intervention in Spain, 
and Russia of the danger of French intervention in Spain. Ultimately, perception matters 
when it dictates how far states are willing to cooperate or compete.   
Austro-Prussian Cooperation. To achieve the Carlsbad Decrees, Austria enlisted 
Prussia in a considerable anti-revolutionary scheme to be presented to the smaller German 
powers. Such partnership was necessary because a rebellious Prussia could actually 
ferment German nationalism to undercut the Austrian position and embolden its own. The 
agreement of Prussia to this scheme is interesting as it seriously curtailed its ability to use 
German nationalism as a tool for expansion. Indeed the premier Austrian fear in Germany 
was that Prussia would take leadership of a nationalism that the 'Polyglot empire' could 
not.50 The Prussian cooperation can be explained by the sheer threat posed by 
revolutionaries to its own stability, as well as its own geopolitical threat calculus. The King 
of Prussia told Metternich on July 28 1819: “everything you foresaw has occurred.” 
According to Kissinger, the King was “terrified by the prospect of being alone in Germany 
with the revolution.”51 Still, the Austrian expansion of influence that would come with the 
Carlsbad Decrees did not go un-missed, as the Tsar's envoys reiterated to Prussia the 
implications of a stronger Austria in Germany.52   
It could be argued that Austria and Prussia were not necessarily at odds with one 
another; Prussia saw Austrian partnership as necessary to resist an aggressive France or 
Russia.53 Yet, such partnership does not entail accepting an overbearing Austria in 
Germany. Therefore, the Carlsbad Decrees saw Prussia forgo immense nationalist prestige, 
and its acceptance of Austrian power in Germany. Such concessions went counter to its 
long-term geopolitical interest, and support the hypothesis that states are willing to accept 
the empowerment of competitors to deal with the more pressing non-state threat.  
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FRENCH INTERVENTION IN SPAIN.   
Just months before revolution broke out in Naples, Spain was stormed by a coup 
that set out to introduce a radical constitution akin to the 1791 constitution of France.54  
Russian Counter-Revolutionary Proposals.  Russia, the most determined power to 
crush the revolution with force, requested a European congress for Great Powers to work 
out a resolution. However Metternich, suspicious of Russian intentions after Russia had 
worked to stoke unrest across Europe in the years preceding, rejected the request. 
Metternich had decided that the revolution was on the periphery and thus not a great 
risk.55  
Tsar Alexander then floated the idea of a Russian intervention force of 100,000 to 
put-down the revolution, he said that Spain was “The Head-Quarters of Revolution and 
Jacobinism,” and that “every country in Europe, and France in particular, was unsafe.” 
Such sentiments of universal danger were insufficient to convince the continents' powers 
to agree to a Russian intervention. France resisted the Russian plan resolutely, afraid of 
the Russian army traversing France.56 The French Foreign Minister placed an 
“insurmountable resistance to the scheme.”57 In addition, Metternich warned the French 
delegates at a Vienna conference, in September 1822, that the Tsar “desires 
[intervention]...to cross France...and to confiscate your liberties.”58 The French reaction is 
curious because it comes at a time when the spill-over from Spain was rapidly 
deteriorating.  The French Premier De Villèle said in August 1821 that “[France] was like a 
house full of inflammable materials, threatened by a fire that had broken out next door.”59 
Later in that month he established a 'Cordon Sanitaire' on the Pyrenees to monitor border 
activity and contain any Carbonari activity. From 1821 to 1822 there was a spike in 
rebellion attempts from the French-branded Carbonari, five in total. While by 1822 the 
organisation had over 40,000 members in France.60 Still, the level of threat was 
insufficient for France to concede to the Russian intervention, which could have halted 
such deterioration. Therefore, counter to the hypotheses, it seemed that France would not 
concede to the dangers of an empowered Russia, to stem the revolutionary threat.  
The French Intervention. For France the decision to intervene reflects the benefits 
of having a revolutionary threat, as France could use the threat to expand its power over 
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Spain. The French government, controlled by the right-wing Ultras, perceived intervention 
as both a counter-revolutionary ploy and a geopolitical gambit: first, it would restore a 
fellow Bourbon king to the Spanish throne and thus expand French influence in Spain and 
Europe; second, it would boost French pride and thus restore domestic stability;  third, it 
would contain the revolutionary overspill.61 Thus, the utility calculus for intervention was 
in-part motivated by geopolitics, a key deciding factor at the time when the French were 
uncertain over whether to intervene. In a sense, then, the non-state threat was both a 
blessing and a curse in that it provided a legitimate excuse for expansionary moves. This is 
not to say that the French acted because of geopolitics alone, just that the complimentary 
nature of the strategies allowed it to figuratively kill two birds with one stone. As follows, 
the hypothesis that states' strategies to tackle non-state threats are influenced positively by 
geopolitical strategies, when the two are complimentary, is supported by the French action.  
There were, however, disputes within the French government as to the utility of 
intervention; the premier himself saw the French army as unreliable and feared disaster, 
while the foreign minister Montmorency thought intervention would strengthen France.62 
This illustrates the causal indeterminacy of non-state threats; though there may be 
consensus on the degree of threat, strategies to resolve them are not known to be 
successful apriori, and come with assorted risks. While it is true that France did eventually 
use the fear of a revolution to gain geopolitically, this outcome was not necessary, but 
instead contingent on the set of leaders who attended the Verona conference. 
Montmorency explicitly disobeyed the French premier when he requested the Great 
Powers to clear France for intervention.  He asked for cooperation on three issues: consent 
to intervene, material support, and the removal of the great powers' diplomats from 
Spain.63  
Consent to the French Intervention. The European response to the three requests 
illustrates the effects of a divergence in the geopolitical implications of cooperation. The 
Russian reaction to the three requests was favorable. The Tsar told Montmorency that “no 
one would think that you seek to conquer Spain.”64 This is significant as it comes only 
years after France had plunged the continent into war. The key difference now was that 
France was not seen to be a revolutionary expansionist state, but – as the Tsar described - 
“on the defensive.” However the large and distant Russia was incredibly secure from 
France. In contrast, neither Prussia or Austria felt sufficiently threatened by the Spanish 
                                                 
61 Tombs, R. France. 341.  
62 Nichols Jr, I. The European Pentarchy, 31. 
63 Ibid. 86 
64 Ibid. 91.  
Carbonari to warrant the expansion of French power, as they feared that the 
reappointment of a Bourbon to the throne would lead to a “family compact” between the 
two countries.65 Unlike Russia, both Austria and Prussia were directly threatened by 
neighbouring France,  and thus the great geopolitical risks explains why their preferences 
were against consenting to a French intervention.66 Metternich even attempted to exploit 
the ambiguity regarding the success of a French intervention to sway the powers against it, 
although this failed and the two powers conceded to the intervention.67  The Austro-
Prussian resistance to the French intervention shows that the high geopolitical threat, 
compared to Russia, dissuaded their preferences for cooperation to tackle the shared non-
state threat.  
 
TURNING OF THE REVOLUTIONARY TIDE. 
In 1820 a tremor was felt in Italy as 14,000 Carbonari insurgents, to the shock of the 
continent, quickly overthrew the King of Naples and established a liberal constitution.68 
Ten days later a revolt began in Sicily, and in 1821 Sardinia fell to the Carbonari.  The event 
is significant for this study as it corresponds to a rapid shift in the independent variable 
(revolutionary threat), so it allows for a clean observation of the effect on the dependent 
variable, without fear of secondary causes. 
Great Shifts in Alliances. The dramatic increase in the revolutionary threat 
prompted a dramatic diplomatic realignment. Preceding 1820 Austria had been allied with 
Britain against Russia, who it saw as a “restless and ambitious power,” stirring up trouble 
in Europe.69 Yet Britain did not desire to have a congress to resolve the Neapolitan crisis, 
uncomfortable with the idea of an anti-revolutionary coalition and  being publicly in favour 
of intervening in a state's internal affairs. Russia, on the other hand, desired a collective 
European response to the revolution, as outlined later, following the change in Russian 
policy. Austria could ill afford to upset Russia, as Russia could frustrate the Austrian 
intervention plans, which Austria was desperate to implement.70 Metternich told of the 
“greatest evil” being a return of Alexander to the role of liberator, and sponsoring the 
liberal-national movements.71 The Naples revolution had alarmed Metternich, who spoke 
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of “conflagrations,” “torrents,” and “earthquakes.”72 Without “foreign armies” intervening, 
Metternich wrote, the place of the Carbonari would be permanent. Consequently, 
Metternich, forced to decide between his close relationship with Britain, and his need to 
gain Russian cooperation to intervene, sided against Britain.73 Schroeder noted that the 
new alignment gave Austria “special advantages” through its alliance with Russia and 
Prussia.74  Indeed, Metternich used the alliance as a way to persuade, encourage and 
contain Russia over time.75  
Artz has argued that the Troppau Congress and the creation of the conservative 
Eastern bloc heralds the “beginning of the great cleavage” of 19th century European 
politics.76 Certainly, the Russian shift following the Naples revolution led Metternich to 
review his early dismissal of the Holy Alliance.77 In 1815 Alexander's Holy Alliance had 
been formed as a measure of monarchical and religious solidarity.78 Yet Austria had then  
dismissed such alliance, Metternich himself described it as “high sounding nothing,” and 
managed to water down the provisions to a symbolic but substantively meaningless 
“alliance.”79 Moreover, In 1818 Austria had rejected a Russian proposal for a territorial 
guarantee system, which would have guaranteed states against revolutions and 
invasions.80 At the time, Metternich was not comfortable with the “erratic” Alexander 
being able to distribute his troops to intervene across the continent as he saw fit, while 
Metternich saw the revolutionary threat as relatively low.81 The change in revolutionary 
threat led Metternich to reconsider his early approach. At the Congress of Troppau, 
Austria, Prussia, and Russia drafted the “Protocole Preleminare,” a peculiar text which 
ascribed the powers the right to “bind themselves...by arms..to bring back the guilty 
state.”82 The wording was unambiguous in its intent to create a principle of counter-
revolutionary intervention, as Castlereagh reflected in his formal response.83 More to the 
point, Austria requested Tsar Alexander to dispatch 90,000 troops, across Austria, to Italy 
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incase he needed reinforcements for the intervention.84 Thus the heightened revolutionary 
threat was sufficient for Russia and Austria to close the ranks and form a close 
relationship, which stands in contrast to their earlier lack of cooperation, and even 
competition. This reflects that alliances were, at least to some extent, motivated by non-
state threats, and thus supports the hypothesis that alliances are used to resolve the 
cooperation dilemma between rivals.  
Russian Acceptance of The Intervention in Italy. The Russian acceptance of the 
Austrian intervention is surprising, given that Russia had actively encouraged Prussian 
resistance of Austria in 1818, and had fermented unrest in Italy before Naples. Indeed it is 
widely considered that Russian agents were close to the Carbonari in Italy, who themselves 
claimed Russian backing, with the goal of weakening Austrian influence in Italy.85  The 
revolution had a “profound effect” on the Tsar, leading to stunning reversal in Russian 
foreign policy.86 Tsar Alexander, in a land-mark three hour conversation with Metternich 
on October 20 1820 said: “you have correctly judged the state of affairs...tell me what you 
desire....and I will do it.”87 In his discussions with Wellington, the Tsar spoke that 
permitting revolutions would send a potent signal to the rest of European revolutionaries, 
and feared the threat may escalate.88 Nicolson has argued that Alexander's change in 
posture towards revolutions followed three events: a revolt of the Semyonovsky Regiment 
in 1820, a foiled plot to kidnap the Tsar in 1818, and the extreme spike in revolutionary 
threat in 1820.89 The implication of these events was a less aggressive Russia that was 
more preoccupied by the non-state threat, and thus with greater preferences for 
cooperation over competition. 
 Still, it must be noted that Russia was still concerned about the geopolitical gains of 
Austria if it intervened deep into the southern peninsula. It was only after Metternich 
promised not to influence post-intervention Naples, and not use the intervention to 
expand, that he finally gained the Tsar's consent.90 The above promise is a form of “costly 
signaling,” whereby a state credibly signals its good intentions though a costly act, in this 
case self-restraint.91 Regardless of Austrian self-restraint, the act of intervention by itself 
extended Austrian power (see next section). While Austria may have restrained-itself as a 
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costly signal of good intentions, this does not take away from the gains made by Austria. In 
fact, the more a state has to expand just for the lone purposes of non-state threats, the less 
threatening the expansion seems despite large increments in power. Therefore, as the 
hypothesis suggests, Russia was willing to concede to Austrian expansion because of its 
reevaluation of the non-state threat. Still, its concern for Austrian intentions and power 
demonstrates that these fears were not completely silenced by the new threat, and it 
required Austrian signaling of good intentions for Russia to cooperate.  
France. The French reaction is perhaps the most interesting for this study as it 
demonstrates how states act when on the razor edge between dealing with revolutions and 
fear of a neighbour. As far back as 1815, Talleyrand has laid out the French strategy to 
oppose any expansion of Austria in Italy.92 The French were very suspicious of Austrian 
motives in Italy, over which the two states had bitterly competed in the preceding 
centuries. Cooperation on an Austrian intervention would end French hopes of extending 
its influence in Italy through the smaller states.93 According to Kieswetter who closely 
studied French diplomacy at the two congresses, France was more concerned about the 
geopolitical aspects than the revolutionary aspects.94 Repeatedly it offered third-way 
solutions between supporting or not supporting intervention: first offering to mediate 
between Austria and Naples, and then suggesting that Austria and Naples directly 
negotiate with one another, both of which were rejected.  
In the final-call, France consented to Austrian intervention, only dissenting to the 
titling of the Austrian intervening force “European Army.”95 It has been argued that the 
conservative inclinations of French diplomats carried the day; that their anti-revolutionary 
instincts overcame the French fear of Austrian expansion. However, these French 
diplomats were seriously reprimanded by the King, who told them they had overstepped 
their authority.96 The conclusions from this are somewhat troubled. On the one hand it 
seems that a segment of the French elite would accept geopolitical losses (in Italy) to 
scupper the revolutionary threat. Indeed, these conservative forces had gained ascendance 
as the Carbonari threat worsened. However, France was clearly very much reluctant to 
concede to Austrian intervention as it had the most to lose geopolitically. 
THE ITALIAN CONFEDERATION PLANS 
 Following the Austrian intervention, the extent of threat was such that many Italian 
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states considered even further subordination to Austria. Metternich considered the Italian 
states as weak states, incapable of implementing the necessary reforms to rid the peninsula 
of the Carbonari threat, and thus squandering the intervention of Austria.97  He sought to 
create an Italian Confederation, which would consist of police cooperation, intelligence 
sharing, and a Central Investigating Commission.98 The most notable part of this plan was 
that Austria would reserve the right to take control of a government if it felt it was not 
acting sufficiently. The underlying idea behind this was that the incapacity of the Italian 
states justified their loss of complete sovereignty, to the point of being mere 
“protectorates.”99 Surprisingly, the response from the much threatened states was 
quiescent and relatively favourable, although this result can partially be explained by 
dynastic connections. This came despite suspicions amongst Italian statesmen that 
Austrian intentions were expansionary rather than to curtail any revolutionary threat.100  
The only state to actively oppose the scheme at first was the Papal States, and primarily on 
the grounds of maintaining the Pope's independence.101 Piedmont, although it was not 
keen to approve, had a greater fear of revolution than geopolitical subordination. This was 
despite its early resistance to Austrian expansion. Piedmont could not upset Austria in-
case Austria would refuse to come its rescue in the event of another revolution. Thus in 
order to secure itself from such scenario, it would not resist the Austrian moves, unless 
other states did. If the scheme was widely opposed, it would not lose the support of Austria 
in dealing with revolution.102 Once again, the secondary-powers most reliant on Great 
power cooperation, were reluctantly willing to concede to Austrian hegemony, even to the 
point of a loss of sovereignty. Confirming the hypotheses that under extreme revolutionary 
duress, states would accept geopolitical losses. Still, it is important to note that when states 
could escape the geopolitical losses and retain interstate cooperation to deal with the 
revolution, they did so.  
Austria received support for such measure by Prussia, on the basis of its 
revolutionary solidarity. The French, perceived the designs of Austria as purely 
expansionary – not an effort to quell revolutions – and feared the empowerment of 
Austria.103 De Villelle gave his diplomats instructions at the Congress of Verona 1822 to 
oppose extensions of Austrian power in Italy and Germany.104 This decision led France to 
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assist the Papal States in opposing Metternich's plan. Equally, Russia outright rejected the 
proposal, perceiving it as unnecessary and wishing to maintain the sovereignty of the 
smaller states.  The case is curious in relation to Russia, but reflects on the one hand a 
Russian concern for the minimal norms of sovereignty, and their belief that such moves 
were unnecessary.105 
 
CONCLUSION 
This paper has attempted to capture the complex interaction between non-state 
threats and state-threats to uncover how these affect patterns of cooperation and conflict. 
 The main finding is that states are prepared to concede geopolitical ground to their 
neighbours, to deal with high shared non-threats. This result was greatest for smaller 
powers, which were sometimes prepared to give up their autonomy to deal with the non-
state threat, if necessary. For these smaller states, their dependence on larger powers 
meant they had to take whatever geopolitical bargain the larger states agreed upon. 
Consequently, they played great powers against each other to gain the greatest anti-
revolutionary cooperation with the least loss of autonomy.  For the larger states, there are 
some instances where states were prepared to accept the geopolitical gains of neighbours 
to deal with shared non-state threats. Most prominently, the Prussian cooperation with 
Austria over the Carlsbad Decrees, that represented a dramatic increase in Austrian power, 
and neutralised Prussian leadership of German nationalism. In addition, the French 
decision to cooperate with Austria (by offering consent) to the Naples intervention, is a 
close second. However, the evidence is fragile. The French decision to cooperate was 
contentious within the French cabinet, and very much related to the individual diplomats 
and their perceptions of threat. Additionally, the European rejection of Russian plans to 
intervene in Spain suggests that states were not prepared to concede excessive influence to 
large states. This reaction is most surprising for France, who faced a strong revolutionary 
threat from Spain. Here, geopolitical fear trumped non-state threats in the calculus of the 
leaders.  
For states that experienced a relatively low threat from the particular non-state 
activity, they rarely cooperated. Austria, for instance, was very much against cooperating 
with France to permit its intervention in Spain. Equally, before the Naples revolution, the 
Russian attempt to stop the Carlsbad Decrees reflected its perception of low-threat from 
the activity in Germany and its disdain for Austrian expansion. Finally, both Russia and 
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France came out against the Austrian Italian Confederation, effectively blocking it, because 
they saw the scheme as unnecessary and excessive expansion.  
For states that had a compatibility between the geopolitical and counter-non-state 
strategies, the non-state threat actually benefited them in that it helped serve their 
geopolitical goals. Other states were more willing to concede to a state's geopolitical goals if 
an act was directed against a shared non-state threat. As was demonstrated by both France 
and Austria, that used the non-state threat to further their geopolitical ambitions.  
A sub-finding that emerged in the results is that perception was crucial to how the 
interactions played out.  Not only was the manipulation of perception an important tool 
used to either gain cooperation against a shared revolutionary threat, or for a state to 
convince others to consent to its expansion of power. But also perception of a state's 
intentions played an important role when dealing with non-state threats necessitated one 
state's expansions. As with the Italian Confederation, bad intentions discouraged French 
cooperation with Austria.  
Finally, the results also demonstrated the significance of non-state threats for 
alliance politics. The formation of the Eastern bloc directly after the advent of the 
revolutionary challenge demonstrated a direct link between alliance formation and non-
state threats. The Holy Alliance of the three eastern monarchs gained substance following 
the revolutionary threat, in contrast to its previous meaningless. However, the case also 
demonstrated that alliances were insufficient to silence the concerns for other states 
motives; Austria still attempted to resist Russian attempts to intervene in Spain, while 
Russia weighed-against Austria when it proposed the Italian Confederation.  
However, a series of asterisks surround the results of this study. Above all, 
revolutionary threat is not akin to all non-state threats, some may be more extreme (ISIS 
to Iraq for instance), or less extreme (domestic terrorism). While the degree to which 
states felt threatened varied across the study, it is difficult to ascertain the comparable 
levels of non-state threat in modern periods. Thus, the results are generally indicative 
rather than exhaustive, much work remains to explore the modern day context thoroughly, 
this study merely lays the historical ground-work. Second, the case study was defined by 
relatively low interstate threat, without such conditions the results may be less applicable.  
Finally, the specificities of the period remain, as generalisable as the results may seem, it is 
impossible to replicate the series of background variables in operation. The results do, 
however, offer a case for further research to explore the relevance of the hypotheses in 
modern day scenarios, and act as a guide to refine the hypotheses further.  
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APPENDIX.  
 
As the concerns for relative gains of neighbours increases, the games shift towards 
Prisoner's Dilemma, which reduces the likelihood of cooperation.106  
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Illustration of how the ranking of preferences changes the game being played. F = 
CD, M = CC, O = DD, U = DC.  
